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PER CURI AM

M chael Anthony Edwards fil ed an “application for certificate
of appealability of defendant’s sentencing guidelines |evel and
enhancement” in the district court, which the district court
docketed as a notice of appeal. The district court, however, has
not issued any final orders in Edwards’s case since entry of the
j udgnment of conviction and sentence on Decenber 18, 2000, which we

affirnmed. See United States v. Edwards, No. 01-4030, 2002 W. 431859

(4th Gr. Mar. 20, 2002) (unpublished). In this court, Edwards has
filed a “notion for correction of sentence pursuant to 28 U S.C
8§ 2255.” W dismss the notion because we lack jurisdiction to
consider it.

A notion for correction of sentence pursuant to 8§ 2255 nust be
filed in “the court which inposed the sentence.” 28 U S.C. § 2255
(2000). The statute further provides that “[a]n appeal may be taken
to the court of appeals fromthe order entered on the notion as
froma final judgnment on application for a wit of habeas corpus.”
Id. Edwards’s notion is not properly brought in this court.

Accordingly, we dismss Edwards’s notion for |lack of
jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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